ABSTRACT
Evidence from consultations
From the start, the Quality Strategy for Social Care established that the sources of knowledge are varied and include user/carer views and experience, evidence from research, current best practice and findings from other evaluations such as inspections and joint reviews. As Figure   1 , overleaf, shows, these have to be brought together and assessed, with the involvement of key stakeholders, before findings can be translated into practice. The aim is to improve outcomes, always keeping in mind that the 'moment of truth' lies in the quality of the user's experience of the service.
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special feature
The focus of each of the days was different. The first concentrated on 'getting knowledge into practice', the second on the types of partnership that would aid SCIE's work and the third on user and carer participation. The flavour of the days was one of excitement, a sense of something really new with considerable goodwill towards the new organisation. This did not hide the difficulties.
• The nature of knowledge in social care is contested, with the danger of conferring greater legitimacy on some sources of knowledge than others.
• There are tensions between SCIE's different stakeholders.
• The challenge of securing genuine user participation in SCIE's work.
What counts as knowledge?
Sources 
Review
Creating the knowledge base will, therefore, mean synthesising from these various sources, and one of SCIE's tasks will be to develop a review methodology for this.
This will require some new ways of thinking and challenges to the way in which knowledge has previously been constructed. For what came across very strongly at the seminars was that the tendency to regard some sources of knowledge as more valid than others had to be avoided.
This was powerfully argued, particularly by participants who had been involved in user-led research, and it became apparent that SCIE would need a review process which addressed this issue. The formulation was reached, shared by many although not all participants, that all sources of knowledge come equally to the table and then are rigorously reviewed. Such reviews will need to take account of the fact that the strength and clarity of the evidence will vary from topic to topic.
It is important that all the information that SCIE receives is subject to high standards of review. SCIE will have to take a view on how to evaluate material which would not be conventionally classified as research (such as descriptive literature), and how to evaluate material, such as service users' views, which is obtained in ways different from those of traditional research. Opinions varied over how rigorous the review process could practically be while at the same time remaining inclusive. Some members of the group suggested that a wide range of organisations should be involved in establishing the methodology for SCIE, but others cautioned that SCIE must ultimately make its own decision on methodology, independent of the interests of any one group.
The importance of seeing knowledge as developing rather than fixed and the necessity of revisiting findings and accompanying guidelines were stressed. Difficult though all this may be, participants urged that SCIE should hold on to this new construction of knowledge and the exciting possibilities it creates.
Implications for the way SCIE works
The discussions were practical as well as theoretical. If knowledge is to be synthesised from a wide range of sources in a relevant way, this has implications for the way SCIE will work. It will affect the types of partnership SCIE makes. SCIE's independence will be crucial, as will the transparency with which SCIE conducts its work.
Transparency
Establishing the implications of findings from review for practice and service delivery will be a difficult process. 
Independence
Although SCIE's trademark may be one of genuine partnership and participation, it will not necessarily be one of consensus. SCIE will need to find ways of working with the differences and tensions between its many stakeholders and constituencies. SCIE will work in partnership (and these partnerships will include collaboration and commissioning, consultation and information sharing) and will have a remit to consult all stakeholders. But to do its job, it must remain independent of all its stakeholders and not allow itself to be dominated by or exclude any interest group. The rigour of its methodology and transparency of its processes are at the core of SCIE's independence and of its ability to translate into practice an inclusive approach to the creation of knowledge in social care.
And who is it for?
For knowledge to work in practice it has to be relevant; it may not be comfortable, but it has to speak to the concerns of those to whom it is addressed.
Will SCIE be a top-down or a bottom-up organisation? Will it be a 'knowledge partner' working within a network of organisations to synthesise and create a knowledge base, or will it sit at the centre, synthesise and draw up and issue guidelines? How will practitioners be involved in the work of SCIE, and what role will they and users have in setting the agenda for SCIE's work? How will SCIE work with stakeholders to create ownership of its work, when some of its findings may be challenging for stakeholders? Participants identified three ways in which SCIE's work programme could be devised:
• need-led, determined by the issues that concern practitioners or users
• research-led, determined by an awareness of which areas provide good information for review
• policy-led, determined by government policy priorities.
They are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The degree to which practitioners and users feel that their needs are being listened to and addressed will affect their support for the work of SCIE. Involving them at an early stage in, for example, setting questions for review will be necessary to ensure the relevance of SCIE's work.
Conclusion
Of course SCIE will not be the sole creator of knowledge, and these consultations were a first step in working with 
